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STAFF EDITORIAL

Y
esterday, Congress held 
hearings on the Protect 
IP Act and the Stop 
Online Privacy Act 

(SOPA), two pieces of  legislation 
introduced in the House and the 
Senate, respectively, that would 
drastically change the Internet—
and not for the better.

The bills were authored in 
response to theft of  American 
intellectual property over the 
Internet, which explains the 
wide variety of  groups that are 
in favor of  the bill. The United 
States Chamber of  Commerce, 
the Motion Picture Association of  
America, the American Federation 
of  Musicians, the Directors Guild 
of  America, the International 
Brotherhood of  Teamsters and 
the Screen Actors Guild are just a 
few of  the groups that support this 
legislation.

Those groups are interested in 
protecting the content that they 

create, and they have a right to 
own. The sheer amount of  knowl-
edge that is stolen over the Internet, 
without any compensation to its 
creators, is entirely unfair. That 
problem needs to be curbed, but 
Protect IP and SOPA are the 
wrong answers.

Both bills would give the U.S. 
attorney general the ability to 
blacklist certain websites from 
Internet providers, search engines, 
payment providers and advertising 
networks. Users would be prohib-
ited from accessing these sites or 
wouldn’t be able to find them on 
search engines like Google. All of  
this could be done without any sort 
of  legal review, hearing or decision 
by a member of  the judiciary. 

SOPA also gives private com-
panies the ability to sue websites 
that host content that infringes 
on copyright, even if  the post was 
done without knowledge of  the 
content’s copyright status and was 

only up for a short period of  time. 
Currently, hosting companies are 
protected from litigation so long as 
the content that infringes on copy-
rights is taken down as soon as the 
host is made aware of  the breach.

For sites like YouTube and 
Facebook, this means that if  some-
one posts content that infringes on 
copyright, the sites are responsible 
for that content in a court of  law. 
No company wants to undergo 
litigation, but for websites with 
content created by their users, 
that is exactly what will happen…
unless they start censoring content 
before it is posted. 

Google, Facebook, Twitter, 
Zynga, eBay, Mozilla, Yahoo, 
AOL, and LinkedIn released a 
letter to Congress today, saying that 
if  the bills passed, they would have 
to constantly monitor their content 
for copyright infringement, before 
it goes up, or face litigation. Some 
of  these groups even “censored” 

their logos as a protest against the 
bills.

Imagine the Arab Spring or 
Occupy Wall Street without 
Facebook or Twitter. Those 
protests would not have existed 
without the ability for protestors 
to organize through social media. 
Any censorship of  content would 
limit the ability of  protestors to 
meet and to communicate. 

These laws pose a serious danger 
to the “freedom of the Internet” 
that we have all become accus-
tomed to. It will control what 
websites people can reach, what 
content they can see, what content 
they can post, and it will increase 
the levels of  censorship by com-
panies whose websites are hosting 
that content.

The Internet is about the 
exchange of  ideas, a place where 
all of  the information of  the 
human race is collected and can 
be accessed by anyone with an 

Internet connection. These bills 
will destroy that landscape forever.

If  Protect IP and SOPA become 
law, students will no longer be able 
to post what they want to YouTube 
or Facebook, or visit sites that were 
blacklisted for illegitimate reasons. 
Such sites will be either blacklisted 
or self-censored. The information 
that we normally get from the 
Internet, and the ability to retrieve 
it, will be unavailable.

We understand that creators of  
intellectual property have a right to 
that property and a right to ensure 
they are correctly compensated for 
the usage of  anything they create. 
Those creators are correct in trying 
to protect it, but Protect IP and 
SOPA are not the ways to do so.

Copyright infringement on the 
Internet is a problem that needs to 
be addressed, but we can’t address 
that problem by destroying every-
thing the Internet is about in the 
process. 

Don’t censor the Internet

M
any of  us have 
ideas about what 
is expected of  
us, of  what we 

should do. Some have gone on 
further to make these ideas a 
part of  our personal beliefs and 
goals. That creates a fairly clear, 
expectable road through life on 
which we feel safe walking. Yet 
life is usually not that simple. 
We are not what we “should” be. 
We are something else entirely. 
With registration on the way, we 
have to listen to what we really 
want, before we continue too 
far along a path that doesn’t suit 
who we are. 

At times, we come to see, or 
think we see, paths that branch 
off  from our current track. We 

wonder if  we should go one of  
these ways, sometimes feeling 
a rather strong draw. And yet 
something in the head resists the 
idea of  taking the fork when a 
seemingly safe, comfortable road 
lies straight ahead, telling us 
something like, “be rational.”

Maybe that rationale is 
correct, but it could easily be 
wrong. The decisions we make 
are a function of  our values, 
but what we usually fail to do 
is put those values themselves 
in a place in which they can be 
judged. I suppose this is often 
discomforting and even scary 
to do; re-examining our values 
could mean we have to break 
out of  a comfort zone or give 
up beliefs we consider essential. 
At times it could require us to 
become different people entirely. 
Thus, more often than not we 

end up overlooking the signs that 
we should take a different path.

Daily uneasiness, a sense 
of  iffiness and habitual com-
plaints might warrant more 
contemplation. They could be 
indicating the potential need for 
us to reevaluate what’s at hand. 
Random joys we experience 
here and there could be isolated 
shouts of  our true, honest voice 
pointing at a real discovery. 
Don’t ignore them. We need 
to properly listen to them. The 
question is: do you have the 
courage to open up and be hon-
est with yourself ?

College is an arena with 
competing options that can 
change life’s direction. What we 
make of  our freedom depends 
on our minds. An acquaintance 
of  mine completed studies in 
architecture only to decide upon 

graduation that she cannot do 
architecture anymore—probably 
not a desired situation. Does it 
have to take four years and a col-
lege diploma for you to realize 
this? Or rather, to finally come 
to terms with the fact that you 
spent four years on something 
that was not what you really 
wanted? Chances are that at 
intermittent points during those 
years you saw some STOP or 
TURN signs in the periphery 
but never opened yourself  to the 
idea of  listening to them.

It is registration time. I think 
this is a good time for some peo-
ple to take courage to meet their 
honest selves. The earlier we 
square with those aspects of  our-
selves, the better. With time we 
will exhaust more options and 
follow much more consolidated 
paths that become increasingly 

impractical to digress from. 
By then, we may be too late to 
change our minds even if  the 
inner voices finally start to ring 
in our ears. When we think 
something is too late is often 
the earliest possible moment to 
make a change. Before then, we 
didn’t even have it in mind as an 
option.

You might feel a dubious 
desire to do or be something, 
but ask yourself  if  it rings true. 
Don’t leave yourself  stuck to 
something that you only just 
care enough about to see it 
through. When you get that 
compulsion to try something 
different, follow the compulsion 
through. You can’t deny who 
you are forever.

The importance of being honest with ourselves
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